What do citizens expect from a democracy? An invariance test and comparison between East and West Germany with the ISSP 2004 by Davidov, Eldad & Braun, Michael
www.ssoar.info
What do citizens expect from a democracy? An
invariance test and comparison between East and
West Germany with the ISSP 2004
Davidov, Eldad; Braun, Michael
Veröffentlichungsversion / Published Version
Sammelwerksbeitrag / collection article
Zur Verfügung gestellt in Kooperation mit / provided in cooperation with:
GESIS - Leibniz-Institut für Sozialwissenschaften
Empfohlene Zitierung / Suggested Citation:
Davidov, E., & Braun, M. (2012). What do citizens expect from a democracy? An invariance test and comparison
between East and West Germany with the ISSP 2004. In S. Salzborn, E. Davidov, & J. Reinecke (Eds.), Methods,
theories, and empirical applications in the social sciences: Festschrift for Peter Schmidt (pp. 213-219). Wiesbaden:
Springer VS. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-531-18898-0_26
Nutzungsbedingungen:
Dieser Text wird unter einer CC BY-ND Lizenz (Namensnennung-
Keine Bearbeitung) zur Verfügung gestellt. Nähere Auskünfte zu
den CC-Lizenzen finden Sie hier:
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/deed.de
Terms of use:
This document is made available under a CC BY-ND Licence
(Attribution-NoDerivatives). For more Information see:
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0
Diese Version ist zitierbar unter / This version is citable under:
https://nbn-resolving.org/urn:nbn:de:0168-ssoar-462949
What do citizens expect from a democracy? An 
invariance test and comparison between East and 
West Germany with the ISSP 2004
Eldad Davidov & Michael Braun
One o f the prerequisites for a functioning democracy is that its citizens support 
by and large its democratic system. However, such support cannot be taken for 
granted and should be monitored. Furthermore, different people may have diffe­
rent perceptions, expectations, and understanding o f  the concept o f  democracy. 
This may be especially true for citizens socialized in different political systems 
like those in Eastern and Western Europe before the fall o f  the iron curtain, 
where the concept o f  democracy and the rights o f citizens in a democracy were 
communicated in quite different ways. Thus, the questions o f whether people in 
East and West Germany understand the concept o f  rights in a democracy in a 
similar way and whether they find such rights equally important could be o f 
particular relevance since the German unification in 1989. In the following re­
search note we will use the International Social Survey Program (ISSP) 2004 
data to test (a) whether and to what extent people in East and West Germany 
understand, in a similar way, the concept o f rights in a democracy as measured in 
the ISSP data; (b) whether the importance scores for rights in a democracy may 
be compared between East and West Germany; and (c) whether citizens in East 
and West Germany report similar levels o f importance for such rights.
Until 1989 people in East Germany experienced a communist regime. Thus, 
according to the socialization hypothesis o f Inglehart (1997, p. 33) which asserts 
that “one’s basic values reflect the conditions that prevailed during one’s 
preadult years”, we would expect that (I l ia) East Germans report lower levels o f 
importance for rights in a democracy compared to West Germans. On the other 
hand, scarce resources may be valued more highly by people who were lacking 
them in earlier periods in their lives. Rights in a democracy may be considered 
such resources (e.g., o f  potential standard o f living or o f participation in 
decision-making processes). This proposition corresponds with the scarcity 
hypothesis o f  Inglehart ( 1990, 1997) which asserts that “one places greatest sub­
jective value on things that are relatively in short supply” (Inglehart 1997, p. 33). 
Following this logic, we would hypothesize that (I l ib)  people in East Germany 
would report higher levels o f  importance for rights in a democracy. We will start 
with a short description o f the data and method used, present the results o f  the
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statistical analysis that test our hypotheses, and finalize with some concluding 
remarks.
1 Data
The last release of the 1SSP Citizenship Module collected in 2004 provides us with 
an opportunity to examine the measurement characteristics of the scores o f rights in a 
democracy and test our hypotheses. It collected representative data on the concept in 
39 countries (for further details see http://www.gesis.org/en/data service/issp/data/). 
In this study we will focus on data collected in the former East Germany (N = 436) 
and in the former West Germany (N = 896).
Five questions in the 1SSP asked about the importance o f  rights in a democ­
racy. The first question refers to the importance o f a government that provides 
everyone an adequate standard o f living (designated as V30 in the data set), the 
second question refers to the importance o f a government that respects minorities 
(V31), the third to the importance of a government that treats its citizens equally 
(V32), the fourth to the importance of a government that meets citizens' oriented 
decisions (V33), and the last to the importance o f a government that involves 
citizens in its decisions (V34). Responses were provided on a seven-point scale 
ranging from I (no! at all important) to 7 (very important).
2 M ethod
To evaluate whether and to what extent people in East and West Germany under­
stand the questions in a similar way and compare their scores, we have to 
guarantee that the scale displays measurement invariance. There are different 
definitions for the concept, but a widely used explanation suggests that measu­
rement invariance implies ‘whether or not, under different conditions o f observ­
ing and studying phenomena, measurement operations yield measures o f  the 
same attribute’ (Horn & McArdle, 1992, p. 117). The literature suggests different 
levels o f invariance. Metric invariance guarantees that people understand the 
same thing when asked the same questions. However, it still does not allow 
comparing the scores across groups. Comparing the scores o f the scale across 
East and West Germany requires a higher level o f  measurement invariance, 
scalar invariance. When scalar invariance is guaranteed, one may proceed with 
mean comparisons o f  the latent variables means. If neither metric nor scalar 
invariance are guaranteed, then although the same questions are used to measure 
the scale, they are not comparable in psychometric terms. One names this low
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level o f  invariance configural invariance (Davidov, Schmidt, & Schwartz, 2008; 
Steenkamp & Baumgartner, 1998; Vandenberg & Lance, 2002).
To test for metric invariance, one constrains the factor loadings to be equal 
across groups. Metric invariance is supported by the data if the global fit 
measures are satisfactory (different cut-off criteria are suggested in the literature, 
but many authors refer to the recommendations suggested in the studies o f Hu & 
Bentler, 1999 and Marsh, Hau, & Wen, 2004). Furthermore, there should be no 
meaningful modification indices suggested by the program (for a discussion, see 
Saris, Satorra, & Van der Veld, 2009). To test for scalar invariance one 
additionally constrains the intercepts o f the indicators to be equal across groups. 
Scalar invariance is supported by the data if the global fit measures for this more 
constrained model are also supported by the data and are not substantially worse 
than those o f  the metric invariance model (Chen, 2007), and if  there are no 
meaningful modification indices.
If full metric or scalar invariance are not evidenced in the data, one may fall 
back to partial metric or scalar invariance (Byrne, Shavelson, & Muthen, 1989; 
Steenkamp & Baumgartner, 1998). Partial metric invariance implies that at least 
two indicators in the scale are found that possess equal factor loadings. Partial 
scalar invariance implies that at least two indicators in the scale are found that 
possess equal factor loadings and intercepts.
3 R esults
We conducted a multiple group confirmatory factor analysis (MGCFA: 
Joreskog, 1971; Bollen, 1989) and used raw data for East and West Germany and 
the Full Information Maximum Likelihood (FIML) procedure to deal with the 
problem o f  missing values (Schafer & Graham, 2002). All analyses were 
conducted with the Amos 17.0 computer program (Arbuckle, 2007). Results are 
summarized in Table 1. The model configuration is displayed in Figure 1.
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Figure 1: The model.
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Model CFI RMSEA PCLOSE Chi-square 1 Vgrees of Freedom
1 Configural 
invariance
0999 0.013 0.99 7.35 6
2. Mctric invariance 0.999 0.009 1.00 11 06 10
3. Scalar invariance 0.979 0.1J44 0.76 49.60 14
4. Partial scalar 
invariance'
0.990 0.031 0.99 29.36 13
5 Hqual latent means 0.980 0.042 081 47.42 14
Table 1 : MGCFA: Fit Measures o f  the Invariance Test.
Note: CFI = comparative fit index: RMSEA = root mean square error o f  approximation; PCLOSE =  
probability o f  d o se  fit. For details sec, for example, Arbucklc (2007).
” The intercept for V31 was released.
The global fit measures o f  the conftgural invariance model (Model 1 in Table 1) 
reveal that we cannot reject this model and may treat the model configuration 
measuring rights in democracy invariant in Hast and West Germany. In the next 
step (Model 2 in Table 1) we constrained the factor loadings to be equal across 
East and West Germany. The global fit measures reported in Table 1 suggest that 
this model also cannot be rejected. In addition, the fit measures did not 
deteriorate substantially compared w'ith the configural invariance model (Chen, 
2007). In other words, we may assume that people in both parts o f  Germany 
understand the concept in a similar way. Model 3 in Table I also constrains the 
indicator intercepts in the two groups to be equal. The global fit measures reveal 
that although they are satisfactory, their score is considerably lower than that of 
the metric invariance model (Chen, 2007). Thus, in this case we may fall back to 
the partial scalar invariance model.
The largest difference in indicator intercepts observed in Model 2 (and the 
largest modification required in Model 3) is observed for the indicator V31, 
importance o f  a government that respects minorities. Releasing the equality 
constraint on the intercept o f  this variable (Model 4 in Table 1) results in a 
satisfactory model fit. Thus, we may accept the partial scalar invariance model. 
Scores may be compared for the latent variables across the groups (Sorbom, 
1974, and Little, Siegers, & Card, 2006, discuss how to compare latent variable 
means across groups).
In the next step we lest whether constraining the means o f  the latent variab­
les across East and West Germany to be equal results in model deterioration. If
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iliis is nol the case, one could argue that citizens in both parts o f  Germany report 
similar levels of importance for rights in a democracy. If this model (Model 5) 
deteriorates (compared with Model 4), we may conclude that the means o f  the 
latent variable are different in each group. It turns out that the RMSEA and CFI 
global fit measures in Model 5 do nol deteriorate significantly. In other words, 
differences in the means of the latent variable are not very large. However, the 
chi-square difference test comparing Model 4 with Model 5 turns out to be 
significant. This implies that although small, the difference in the latent mean is 
significant across groups, and we should reject the equality constraint on the 
latent mean across East and West Germany. Thus, we reject Model 5 and turn 
back to Model 4 to compare the means o f  the latent variable.
The mean o f Rights in Democracy in West Germany is 6.18. In East Ger­
many the mean is estimated to be 6.37. In other words, in both parts o f Germany, 
rights in democracy are considered to be very important (on a seven-point scale). 
However, these rights are considered even more important in East Germany. 
Thus, I lypolhesis lb  was supported by the data.
4 C on clu sion s and final rem arks
We opened this note by arguing that citizens who value rights in a democracy 
highly may be an asset for a functioning democracy. I lowever, at the same time, 
such attitudes may not be taken for granted and should be monitored and 
evaluated continuously by survey data. The ISSP 2004 data with its citizenship 
module collected data on these questions. We tried to figure out whether East 
and West Germans differ in their expectations o f democracy. We postulated that 
differences may be observed because citizens in both parts ol" Germany were 
exposed to different types o f  regimes before 1989.
Before conducting such a comparison it is necessary to test whether people 
in the two groups understand the concept under study in a similar way and use 
the scale to answer the survey questions measuring this concept in a similar way 
(Billiet. 2003; Steenkamp & Baumgartner, 1998). We found that not only do 
people in both parts of Germany understand the concept o f  importance o f rights 
in a democracy in a similar way. but they also report similar levels o f importance 
for such rights. Nevertheless, East Germans report somewhat higher levels of 
importance o f such rights, providing support for the scarcity hypothesis 
postulated by lnglehart (1990, 1997).
Peter Schmidt has demonstrated throughout his career an extraordinary at­
tention to questions o f measurement, and he made considerable efforts to control 
for measurement errors in his studies to ensure that conclusions are drawn from
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the data in a meaningful way. By doing this did he not only advance the theory- 
driven empirical social research by a great deal, he also set new and higher stan­
dards as to how such research should be done. The importance o f  establishing 
cross-cultural measurement invariance prior to any substantive comparisons was 
one o f the aspects that he has continuously emphasized.
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